INTRODUCTION
As often observed in the literature (cf. e.g. van Kemenade 1987 , Stockwell 1984 , Old English (OE) has word order patterns which are reminiscent of the Verb Second (V2) phenomenon found in the modern Germanic languages. In particular, fronting of some element to clauseinitial position often leads to subject-verb inversion and, hence, to the occurrence of the finite verb in second position. This word order property is illustrated in (1) In (1a) an accusative object is fronted to initial position, in (1b) a dative object, in (1c) a manner adverb and in (1d) a temporal PP adjunct. In all these cases, the fronting of a consituent goes together with subject-verb inversion as in the modern Germanic V2 languages. In Modern English, the corresponding word orders would be ungrammatical. V2 patterns therefore seem to have been lost in the history of English and this loss is an issue which has received considerable attention in the literature (cf. e.g. Fuss 1998, van Kemenade 1987 , Kroch et al. 2000 , Lightfoot 1995 , Platzack 1995 , Roberts 1993 , Stockwell 1984 . However, the discussions in the literature raise two main problems. First of all, detailed data describing the change are rare. And secondly, no satisfactory explanation has been found so far as to why this change occurred.
The main goal of this paper is to make a contribution to the first point (for the second issue, cf. Haeberli 2000) . More particularly, I will discuss the status of subject-verb inversion in various prose texts from the Old and Middle English periods in order to provide a general * Parts and earlier versions of the material discussed here were presented at the 6 th Diachronic Generative Syntax Conference (University of Maryland, May 2000), the 15 th Comparative Germanic Syntax Workshop (University of Groningen, May 2000) and at the 11 th International Conference on English Historical Linguistics (University of Santiago de Compostela, September 2000) . I would like to thank the audiences at theses presentations for their valuable comments and suggestions. All remaining errors are my own responsibility. 1 If no secondary source is cited, the OE data are taken from the "Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old English", a syntactically and morphologically annotated version of selected OE prose text samples from the Helsinki Corpus of English Texts. For more information on this corpus and for the detailed references to the OE texts cf. http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~sp20/corpus.html. picture of how V2 was lost in the history of English. The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents some general aspects of the syntax of OE which will allow us to determine exactly what was lost in the history of English with respect to the syntax of V2. Section 3 then deals with subject-verb inversion in OE in more detail. In section 4, the status of V2 in Middle English (ME) is discussed. Finally, section 5 concludes the paper.
WHAT WAS LOST?
Before we start our discussion of the loss of V2 in English, some remarks concerning the syntax of the earliest attested period of English, i.e. Old English, are necessary so that we can determine exactly what was lost in the course of the history of English. In the literature on the syntax of OE, two V2 contexts have generally been distinguished (cf. e.g. van Kemenade 1987 , Pintzuk 1991 : (i) V2 in the context of operator fronting (i.e. with wh-elements, negation but also some adverbs which are not typically operators such as þa ('then'), þonne ('then') and nu ('now')); (ii) V2 in the context of non-operator fronting. This distinction is based on the different behavior of pronominal subjects in the two contexts and in the recent literature context (i) has generally been analyzed as involving V-movement to C whereas context (ii) has been analyzed as involving V-movement to an inflectional head below C (cf. e.g. Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991 , Haeberli to appear, Hulk and van Kemenade 1997 , Kroch and Taylor 1997 , Pintzuk 1991 .
What is important for our purposes here is that in context (i) we still can find what has been referred to as "residual V2" in Modern English (cf. e.g. When will John leave?). Fronting of interrogative or negative constituents leads to fronting of a verbal element to the left of the subject. The main difference between OE and Modern English is that the fronted verbal element cannot be a main verb any more in Modern English, but this restriction is the consequence of a more general development affecting the movement properties of main verbs (cf. e.g. Kroch 1989 ) rather than a substantial change concerning the syntax of V2. The crucial context for changes in the V2 syntax of English is therefore context (ii) in which a nonoperator is fronted, as illustrated in the examples in (1) above. The Modern English equivalents of these examples would be ungrammatical even if an auxiliary followed the fronted non-operator. Thus, what was lost in the history of English is the frequent occurrence of V2 patterns when a non-operator is fronted. 2 However, not all cases in which a non-operator is fronted are relevant for our purposes. As often discussed in the literature (cf. e.g. van Kemenade 1987 , Pintzuk 1991 , subject-verb inversion generally does not occur when the subject is pronominal. This is illustrated in (2).
(2) a.
[þaet] þu meaht swiðe sweotole ongitan (Boethius, 88.14) that you can very easily understand b. and [mid gelaeredre handa] he swang þone top mid swa micelre swiftnesse (Apollonius, 20.13.22 ) and with skilful hand he swang the top with such great swiftness In (2a) an object is fronted and in (2b) an adjunct PP occupies the clause-initial position, but in both cases no subject-verb inversion occurs. The word orders in (2) therefore correspond to surface word orders found in Modern English. Given the systematic lack of subject-verb inversion with pronominal subjects in OE already, clauses with subject pronouns do not undergo any substantial changes in the history of English (but cf. section 4 below for some additional observations on this point). Hence, the diachronic developments which are of interest to us only concern clauses with non-pronominal, i.e. full DP, subjects.
Finally, a general point concerning the notion of V2 should be made here. In the examples we have considered so far (cf. 1), subject-verb inversion leads to V2 orders because only one constituent has been moved to the beginning of the clause. However, it is not the case that subject-verb inversion always leads to V2 in OE. Instead, two (or more) constituents can sometimes precede the finite verb. Two illustrations are given in (3). (3) (Wulfstan, 223 .58) This poor-wretch after his decease worshiped the heathens also instead-of high God 'After his decease, the heathens also worshiped this poor wretch instead of God.'
Although such examples are not very frequent and V2 is the standard pattern in subject-verb inversion contexts, they nevertheless suggest that the V2 syntax is not very rigid in OE. 3 This observation will be confirmed in the following section. The term "loss of V2", as generally used in the literature, therefore might be slightly misleading in the sense that a V2 syntax as we know it from the modern Germanic languages never existed in the attested periods of English (cf. also the patterns in example 2 and section 3 below). It therefore seems more adequate to describe the developments in the history of English as the loss of certain subjectverb inversion patterns and the concomitant loss of V2 orders. In the remainder of this paper, I will therefore use the more general term of 'subject-verb inversion' rather than V2, thereby implying that, although most of these constructions are at the same time V2 structures, they may also occasionally involve the presence of two non-subjects to the left of the finite verb.
In conclusion, the main issue that arises with respect to the loss of V2 in the history of English is the question how subject-verb inversion was lost in clauses containing a fronted non-operator and a non-pronominal subject. In the remaining sections I will therefore focus on the status of such constructions throughout the history of English and more particularly during the OE and ME periods.
OLD ENGLISH
As observed in the previous section, subject-verb inversion in contexts of non-operator fronting generally only occurs if the subject is a full DP in OE. However, even if the subject meets this condition, subject-verb inversion is by no means categorical. This is shown in (4). Although the occurrence of patterns like (4) has sometimes been observed in the literature (cf. e.g. Allen 1990 :150, Bean 1983 :62/81, Haeberli & Haegeman 1995 :85, Kroch & Taylor 1997 , no attention has generally been paid to them in the theoretical analyses of OE word order (cf. e.g. van Kemenade 1987) . However, as already shown by Koopman (1998) , the word order patterns shown in (4) do occur quite frequently. Table 1 below provides some quantitative data concerning subject-verb inversion in clauses containing a fronted nonoperator and a non-pronominal subject in ten text samples taken from the "Brooklyn-GenevaAmsterdam-Helsinki Corpus of Old English". The figures in Table 1 show that the frequencies of non-inversion are by no means negligible. Non-inversion occurs in 15.2% (Apollonius) to 59.5% (Gregory C) of all main clauses in which a non-operator is fronted and the subject is a full DP. Some additional observations should be made with respect to the data in Table 1 . First of all, it could be argued that clauses which lack subject-verb inversion are actually V-final main clauses. Although V-final orders are most frequent in subordinate clauses, they do occur in main clauses (cf. e.g. Koopman 1995 ) and it could be assumed then that such clauses remain V-final (and hence lack inversion) even if a non-operator is fronted. 6 However, the V-final option does not provide a likely explanation for the frequent occurrence of non-inversion in the data in Table 1 . As it has often been pointed out, V-final main clauses are particularly frequent in coordinate clauses (cf. e.g. Mitchell 1985:710ff.) , and the figures in Table 1 include such clauses (cf. example 4c). We therefore would be expect that, since coordinate clauses favor V-final order, statistical data based on non-coordinated main clauses only should 4 Dates of composition (before/after 950) based on Pintzuk (1991:381ff.) . The figures for the Chronicle do not include sentences with clause-initial her since the high number of such sentences would lead to a certain distortion of the general picture (total of clauses of this type: 234; inversion: 80; non-inversion 154). Clauses in which only an adjunct clause precedes the subject are not counted. Adjunct clauses generally do not trigger inversion in OE. 5 The figure without the Chronicle A is given because the number of relevant examples in this text is considerably higher than in the other ones that are considered in this table and this text (and its (non-)inversion pattern) therefore weighs more heavily in the totals than the other texts. This problem could also be avoided by calculating the average of the different percentages instead of calculating the percentages based on the total numbers. In this way, we would obtain the following results: average percentage for all ten texts: 32.3%; average percentage for the five early texts: 38.8%; average percentage for the five later texts: 25.7%. 6 As for the occurrence of constituents to the right of the finite verb, it could be analyzed in terms of extraposition, a process which has been postulated in many analyses of OE syntax (cf. e.g. van Kemenade 1987 , Pintzuk 1991 show significantly lower frequencies of non-inversion if V-final order indeed was a crucial factor favoring the lack of subject-verb inversion.
However, this expectation is not borne out. Once we exclude all main clauses introduced by the conjunction 'and' from the data in Table 1 , the frequencies of non-inversion for the individual texts change only slightly and the change can be either a decrease or an increase. 7 The figures from all OE texts taken together give a frequency of non-inversion of 30.6% in non-coordinated clauses (vs. 28.7% in Table 1 ). In the texts before 950, we obtain a frequency of 34.3% or 40.3% without the Chronicle (vs. 31.1% and 42.5% respectively in Table 1 ). Finally in the later texts, the frequency of non-inversion is 26.1% (vs. 24.9% in Table 1 ). 8 Thus, coordination and, hence, V-final orders do not seem to be crucial for the occurrence of non-inversion in OE.
This conclusion is confirmed by some quantitative data provided by Koopman (1995:139) and Pintzuk (1993:22, fn. 22) . These authors estimate that the frequency of V-final orders in non-coordinated main clauses is not more than 6% of all main clauses. As just shown, the frequency of non-inversion in non-coordinated main clauses is around 30% and thus considerably higher than 6%. This clear contrast would be unexpected if non-inversion was closely related to V-final orders. In conclusion, both the irrelevance of coordination and the contrast in frequency between V-final orders and non-inversion in non-coordinated clauses suggest that the frequent lack of inversion in non-operator fronting contexts is not simply a consequence of the availability of V-final orders in OE. Instead, there seems to be genuine optionality as to whether or not subject-verb inversion takes place when a non-operator is fronted, with inversion being the more frequently used option.
Let us now turn to a different issue that Table 1 raises. Given that subject-verb inversion in the contexts considered here is a word order option which was lost in the history of English, we may wonder whether this loss already was under way in the OE period, i.e. whether there was a decrease of inversion. As a matter of fact, the data in Table 1 suggest that this was not the case. If anything happened during the OE period, it rather seems to be a strengthening than a weakening of subject-verb inversion constructions. Thus, the average frequency of noninversion in the earlier texts (before 950) is around 10% higher than in the later texts (after 950) (cf. Table 1 and footnotes 5 and 8). This looks like a development towards a more rigid V2 grammar during the OE period. However, such a conclusion will have to be confirmed by further research based on larger text samples and a larger number of texts.
Finally, Table 1 raises an additional issue. As observed above, the data in Table 1 suggest that there is optionality as to whether fronting of a non-operator leads to subject-verb inversion or not. However, inversion is still the clear majority pattern in OE. The question that arises then is whether any factors can be identified which determine the occurrence of noninversion. At first sight, it is not clear that the answer to this question is positive (cf. also Koopman 1998:145ff.) . For example when we consider the type of fronted element in noninversion constructions, we can observe that non-inversion occurs most frequently with fronted adjuncts (adverbs, PPs). However, fronted arguments also regularly do not give rise to subject-verb inversion. In the text samples studied here, 130 clauses contain a fronted object and in 22 cases (16.9%) non-inversion occurs (cf. also Koopman 1998:136 data). 9 As for the type of subject involved in non-inversion constructions, we can observe that it tends to be relatively "light". Thus, in 55 out of the 188 non-inversion clauses the subject consists of a single word (generally a name) and in 68 clauses the subject consists of two words (i.e. 64.9% of the subjects are either one or two word subjects.). Yet, the lack of this property again does not mean that non-inversion is impossible. Heavier subjects also can occur in such constructions, as the examples in (5) Thus, simple distinctions like argument vs. adjunct fronting or heaviness of subject do not provide any simple answers to the question as to when subject-verb inversion does not apply in OE. However, an analysis based on more fine-grained distinctions and the use of more sophisticated statistical tools may identify certain factors which at least favor the occurrence of non-inversion in a significant way. I will leave this issue for future work.
In summary, we have seen that already in OE there is a substantial number of clauses with a fronted non-operator and a full DP subject which do not exhibit subject-verb inversion. It is therefore not entirely adequate to talk about the "loss of V2" in English since there is no attested period in the history of this language during which it had the properties of a typical V2 language (cf. also section 2). However, subject-verb inversion is the clear majority pattern in clauses with a non-pronominal subject and a fronted non-operator in OE.
MIDDLE ENGLISH
Let us now consider the development of subject-verb inversion after the OE period. The situation in Early Middle English (EME) is still comparable to that found in OE. Kroch and Taylor (1997:311) discuss the frequencies of subject-inversion in seven texts from the early 13 th century. These frequencies show that, as in OE, inversion is still predominant with full DP subjects when a non-operator is fronted. If all of Kroch and Taylor's figures for the different texts are taken together, we obtain a frequency of non-inversion of 28.6%. This figure is very close to the figure given in Table 1 for the total numbers obtained from the different OE texts (28.7%). Hence, the status of subject-verb inversion does not seem to have changed substantially yet at the beginning of the Middle English (ME) period.
However, during the ME period the frequency of inversion in contexts of non-operator fronting decreases rapidly. Van Kemenade (1987:183ff.) therefore suggests that V2 starts being lost by around 1400. This observation is confirmed to a large extent by the quantitative data in Table 2 obtained from the Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English. 10 Table 2 gives the numbers and frequencies for the (non-)occurrence of subject-verb inversion in clauses with a fronted non-operator and a full DP subject in samples from 33 ME prose texts from the 14 th and 15 th centuries. 11, 12 The ranking is based on the frequency of non-inversion, the texts at the top being those with the highest frequencies of non-inversion (i.e. those in which the change has advanced most).
11 All the text samples from PPCME1 which contain more than 25 main clauses with a constituent preceding the subject are included in the table. The dates given for the different texts are taken from the Helsinki Corpus manual (cf. Kytö 1993) . Clauses in which only an adjunct clause precedes the subject are not counted. Furthermore, cases of subject-verb inversion in which the equivalents of OE þa/þonne ('then') or nu ('now') occur in initial position are not included in the figures in Table 2 . These elements tend to behave like operators in OE and might still do so in ME. 12 Between the EME data discussed by Kroch & Taylor (1997) and the data in Table 2 , there is a gap of around 100 years (i.e. between 1250 and 1350). This is due to the fact that prose texts are generally lacking from this period (cf. e.g. Allen 1995:385 for the 14 th century). It is therefore not possible to obtain an entirely coherent picture for the decrease of subject-verb inversion in the ME period. In 23 out of the 33 texts listed in Table 2 , the frequency of non-inverision is above 50%. By the 15 th century, inversion in contexts of non-operator fronting has thus become a minority pattern, although there is still considerable variation among the different texts which does not seem to be of a clear dialectal or chronological nature.
With respect to the percentages in Table 2 , it is important to note that the frequency of non-inversion is not expected to reach 100% during the history of English. Sentences in which a non-operator is fronted and the subject follows the finite verb still can be found in Modern English. Some typical contexts are shown in (6) (examples from Bresnan 1994 :78, Schmidt 1981 :6/8/9, Stockwell 1984 Given that the constructions in (6) still occur in Modern English, it is not surprising that very similar constructions also can be found at the time when subject-verb inversion is generally on its decline. Hence, what may be more revealing for determining the status of subject-verb inversion in ME is to count only those cases of inversion which have disappeared in the history of English, i.e. to exclude the constructions shown in (7). I will call these cases Type II inversion (vs. Type I which includes the constructions in 7). The quantitative data for Type II inversion are given in Table 3. 13 13 Table 3 excludes inversions occurring in typical Modern English inversion contexts as shown in (6)/(7) (i.e.: fronted predicate with finite be (a/b); fronted locative with a subject following an unaccusative/passive predicate or be (c/d); clause-initial thus or point time adverbs with unaccusative verbs (e/f)). This list is not meant to be exhaustive for Modern English inversion contexts but it simply covers contexts which can be found fairly regularly in ME. It is therefore not impossible that the figures for inversion in Table 3 still contain some cases of inversion which are not entirely ruled out in Modern English. One context which is not mentioned in the text is quotative inversion ("…", said John). The reason for this is that I excluded quotative inversion in Table 2 (Vices, 101.88) At the surface, the inversion in (i) looks like a parenthetical V1 clause rather than like a genuine example in which subject-verb inversion occurs due to the fronting of a non-operator. Hence, it is not clear whether the status of quotative inversion is entirely on a par with the other clauses counted in Tables 2 and 3 and I already omitted  this construction for Table 2 . Once the Modern English inversion contexts in (6) are not included, we obtain frequencies of non-inversion which are above 50% in 28 out of the 33 text samples. In 19 text samples, the frequency of non-inversion is even above 75%. The ME data in Tables 2 and 3 show that by the 15 th century subject-verb inversion has become a clear minority pattern and the OE/EME system in which subject-verb inversion was predominant in contexts of non-operator fronting is being lost. Two main questions arise now: (i) Are there any specific contexts in which the remaining instances of subject-verb inversion occur in the late ME texts? (ii) Are there any explanations for the frequency differences between the various texts (cf. e.g. Edmund, ms. Vernon (c1390) 21.3% non-inversion vs. Purvey/New Testament (c1388) 96%)?
With respect to the first question, the following main observations can be made. First of all, if we consider the remaining instances of subject-verb inversion in the two texts which have the highest frequency of non-inversion in Table 3 , we can observe that they both involve a passive construction. The two examples are given in (8). (8) In (8a) and (8b), a non-operator is in clause-initial position while the subject either follows both the finite auxiliary and the participle (8a) or it occurs between the two verbal elements (8b). Such constructions can also be found with a fairly high percentage among Type II inversions in other text samples such as the New Testament (1 passive construction out of 4 Type II inversions), Documents (3/7), Polychronicon (4/9), Malory (3/14), Gregory (11/14), Capgrave (5/13), In Die Innocencium (4/7), Private Letters (5/13), ME Sermons (4/9), Brut (4/8), Hilton (3/8), Julian of Norwich (4/11), Cyrurgie (4/8), Mandeville (3/9) or Cloud (5/19). Thus, it seems that passive constructions favor the occurrence of the subject in a low structural position and hence in a position which follows the finite verb. In some other texts, some other preferences with respect to the verbal context can be observed in inversion contexts. For example, the presence of copula be frequently gives rise to inversion in Siege (8/12) and Mandeville (4/9), whereas clauses containing a finite modal often exhibit inversion in Mirk (2/2), Kempe (5/6), Wycliffite Sermons (13/62), Cloud (7/19), Vices (6/22). However, as the examples in (9) to (11) below will show, inversion can be found in any kind of context, in particular also with transitive verbs. With respect to the fronted element, inversion occurs in various contexts. In (9), different types of adverbs are fronted. But many of the fronted non-operators which give rise to inversion in the examples in (9) to (11) also can be found (sometimes in the same text) in clauses in which no subject-verb inversion has taken place. This is shown in (12). (12) In (12a), the adverb 'therefore' has been fronted but does not trigger subject verb inversion whereas in (9a) inversion takes place in the same text. Similar variation can be found in (12b) to (12e) (identical or similar fronted non-operators as in 9c, 10b, 10f, 10g in the same texts) and in (12f) (similar fronted object as in 11b but in a different text). The data in (9) to (12) thus suggest that, with respect to the type of fronted non-operator, there is no clearly identifiable factor which determines the presence or absence of subject-verb inversion in ME. However, as pointed out already in our discussion of OE (section 3), it may be that by using more detailed statistical evidence and tools some factors can be identified which at least favor the occurrence of inversion. I will return to this issue in future work. Let us finally consider the status of the subject in subject-verb inversion constructions in ME. Again, the general observation based on data like those in (9) to (11) is that subject-verb inversion is not simply restricted to some specific type(s) of subject. Although most subjects in the examples above are definite, indefinite subjects also occur in inversion constructions (cf. e.g. 9c, d). Similarly, most of the subjects in (9) to (11) are fairly light, but, not unexpectedly, heavier ones also frequently follow the finite verb (cf. e.g. 11b). Finally, it is interesting to note that the class of subjects which occur in subject-verb inversion constructions in ME even includes subject pronouns (cf. also van Kemenade 1987:198) . This observation is fairly surprising from a diachronic point of view. As mentioned in section 2 and as often discussed in the literature, fronting of a non-operator generally does not lead to subject-verb inversion with pronominal subjects in OE. This observation is confirmed by the following quantiative data obtained from the text samples studied in Table 1 above (cf. also Kroch & Taylor 1997:311 for some data for EME). In seven out of the ten text samples in Table 4 and in all the five late texts, subject-verb inversion with a pronominal subject never occurs at all. In Bede and the Chronicle, there is one exception to the restriction on inversion with subject pronouns (but cf. fn. 14). The only text in which such inversions occur with some frequency is Orosius (12.9% inversion). However, the general picture that arises is that subject pronouns generally do not invert with the finite verb when a non-operator is fronted in OE. In ME, the situation is considerably different, as Table 5 shows. Among the 27 text samples which exhibit Type II inversion with non-pronominal subjects relatively frequently (non-inversion below 90%), only 3 completely lack inversion with subject pronouns. In the other 24 texts, inversion with a pronominal subject can be found at least once and in general several times. Although the frequency of Type II non-inversion with full DP subjects is lower than non-inversion with subject pronouns in most texts, 16 the data in Table 5 nevertheless suggest that subject-verb inversion with pronouns is an option which was generally available in ME and that therefore the fairly clear-cut contrast between pronominal and non-pronominal subjects found in OE/EME has disappeared in later ME. A few illustrations of subject-verb inversion with pronominal subjects in ME are given in (13). (13) In summary, various types of subjects occur in the remaining subject-verb inversion cases found in the late 14 th and the 15 th century. In particular, in contrast to OE/EME, pronominal subjects also regularly invert with the finite verb in ME.
Let us finally turn to the second question raised earlier in the context of Tables 2 and 3 . As observed there, for example The Mirror of Saint Edmund (ms. Vernon), Purvey's Prologue to the Bible and The New Testament all are texts from around 1390, but while the latter two texts already have a frequency of non-inversion of 96% in Table 3 , the first text only has a frequency of 21.3%. The question that arises then is why such differences in the frequency of non-inversion occur in the different text samples studied here. For reasons of space, it is not possible to consider the status of each text with respect to its frequency of subject-verb inversion here. Instead, I will focus on a few texts which have a very low frequency of noninversion and discuss three potential factors that may play a role for these low frequencies. The three factors are the following: (i) The grammatical conditions for the loss/decrease of subject-verb inversion are not met yet; (ii) a translation with a V2 source language; (iii) grammar contact.
The details for option (i) depend on what factor can be determined which caused the loss of subject-verb inversion in the history of English. If such a factor can be identified, it would of course be very likely that at least in some of the texts with low frequencies for noninversion the relevant conditions for the loss/decrease of inversion are not entirely met yet. This kind of explanation for certain low non-inversion frequencies is indeed possible if we adopt the analysis of the loss of subject-verb inversion in English which I proposed elsewhere (cf. Haeberli 2000) . Since it would go beyond the scope of this paper to discuss this approach in any detail, I simply give its main lines here, and the reader is referred to Haeberli (2000) for arguments in favor of this approach. The basic proposal is that subject-verb inversion in contexts of non-operator fronting is possible in OE/EME because non-pronominal subjects can remain in a structurally low subject position to the right of the surface position of the finite verb and that this option is available because a higher subject position above the finite verb can be occupied by an empty expletive. Fronting of a non-operator therefore leads to 'XP-V-S' orders. During the ME period, empty expletives start being lost and, as a consequence, non-pronominal subjects cannot remain in a low subject position any more but have to move to the subject position to the left of the finite verb. Thus, we obtain 'XP-S-V' orders. The loss of subject-verb inversion is therefore the result of the loss of empty expletives in the history of English (cf. also Hulk & van Kemenade 1995:249 for the observation that the loss of V2 and the loss of empty expletives co-occur). As for the loss of empty expletives, the analysis in Haeberli (2000) is based on the standard assumption that the licensing of empty expletives depends on properties of the verbal inflectional morphology and it is therefore proposed that the loss of empty expletives is due to a change in the inflectional morphology in ME. More specifically, it is argued that it is the loss of the final /n/ in infinitives (cf. e.g. OE andswarian, EME ontswerien, late ME answere ('to answer')) which plays a crucial role here. In terms of such an analysis, the loss of subject-verb inversion can ultimately be reduced to the loss of the infinitival -n ending.
Given this conclusion, we now can return to the ME texts studied earlier. In general, -n infinitives have become very rare in these texts. Among the 33 samples studied, there are only 11 in which the frequency of -n infinitives is still higher than 3% and, even in those, the -n infinitive is generally the clear minority form. The most striking exception to this observation can be found in The Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Vernon) . In this text sample, 382 out of 469 infinitives (81.4%) have an -n ending, which is by far the highest frequency among the texts studied here. Thus, the development towards n-less infinitives only seems to be in its initial stages in this text. What is interesting for our purposes now is that The Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Vernon) is also the text which has by far the lowest frequency of non-inversion in Tables  2 and 3 . Thus, the highest frequency of n-infinitives coincides with the lowest frequency for the absence of subject-verb inversion. From the point of view of the approach proposed in Haeberli (2000) , this observation is not surprising because it relates the loss of subject-verb inversion to the loss of -n infinitives. Since the latter change is only in its initial stages, there are also no developments yet with respect to the former change. The special status of The Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Vernon) among the texts studied would thus be an illustration of factor (i) listed above for the variation with respect to subject-verb inversion, i.e. an illustration of a text which does not meet the necessary conditions for the loss of inversion yet. 17 17 Other texts which are ranked low with respect to subject-verb non-inversion in Tables 2 and 3 and which still have relatively high frequencies of -n infinitives are the following: The Earliest English Prose Psalter (46.2% non-inversion, 45.8% -n), Chaucer (50% non-inversion, 44.9% -n), Reynes (51.9% non-inversion, 18.1% -n), Mandeville (62.5% non-inversion, 29.7% -n), Wycliffite . Given the approach discussed in the text, the fact that non-inversion is not more frequent yet in these texts could be related to the fact that -n infinitives still seem to be fairly productive, i.e. the syntactic development has not made more progress yet because the morphological development is still under way.
It should be pointed out, however, that there are two texts which have similar frequencies of -n infinitives as Reynes/Wycliffite Sermons and one text which has a considerably higher frequency but they nevertheless also have relatively high frequencies of non-inversion. In The Brut and in Gregory's Chronicle, the frequency of infinitival -n endings is 18.3% and 12.7% respectively whereas the rate of non-inversion is 81% and 80.8% respectively. Thus, the loss of subject-verb inversion is well advanced although there are still more than just some isolated cases of infinitival -n endings. A detailed investigation of this contrast between Reynes/Wycliffite Sermons and Brut/Gregory's Chronicle would go beyond the scope of this paper. Let us therefore simply mention two points which may be relevant in this context. First of all, it seems plausible that in a transitional phase of a morphological and a related syntactic change, the patterns of usage are not directly linked. In other words, it may be possible that the writings of two authors are similar with respect to their morphological properties but that one author uses the syntax more conservatively whereas the other one makes more frequent use of the new syntactic option. And secondly, a more general problem may arise here, namely the question whether for example the occasional occurrence of an infinitival -n ending really reflects a phonologically represented ending that is still available or whether it just reflects a conservative spelling. If it is the latter, no syntactic consequences would be expected.
Let us now turn to the second factor that may be relevant for the inversion patterns found in some of the ME texts studied in Tables 2 and 3 . The relevant text sample here is the one from William Caxton's Reynard the Fox. This text sample has the second lowest frequency of non-inversion in Table 3 , namely 34.8%. What is interesting now is that another text sample attributed to William Caxton shows a completely different picture. In Caxton's Prologues and Epilogues, the absence of subject-verb inversion is the clear majority pattern with 82.6%. How can this contrast between two texts written by the same author be accounted for? A property of the first text is suggestive here. As observed in the text information of the PennHelsinki Corpus and as discussed in detail by Blake (1970) , Caxton's Reynard the Fox is a translation from a Dutch original. At that time, Dutch was on its way to becoming the relatively rigid V2 language it is today (cf. e.g. Weerman 1989:183ff.) and it may therefore be that the Dutch source had an influence on the frequent use of inversion in Reynard the Fox. Although becoming marginal, inversion still was a grammatical option in late ME, and the frequency of its occurrence may thus sometimes have been influenced by a source text written in a language which makes frequent use of subject-verb inversion. 18 Let us finally turn to a third factor which may play a role for variation in the frequency of subject-verb inversion in ME. Kroch & Taylor (1997) and Kroch, Taylor & Ringe (2000) show that a northern ME text from around 1400, The Northern Prose Rule of St. Benet, exhibits a fairly regular V2 syntax in which subject-verb inversion applies regardless of whether the subject is a pronoun or a full DP. Kroch et al. take this text as evidence for a dialect split with respect to the syntax of V2 in ME. They distinguish a northern dialect which has a regular V2 syntax with systematic subject-verb inversion from a southern dialect which is a continuation of the OE V2 system in which subject-verb inversion only occurs with nonWhereas the contrasts between Reynes/Wycliffite Sermons and Brut/Gregory's Chronicle is relatively small and therefore could well be due to one of the factors mentioned before, there is a third text, The Book of Margery Kempe, which still has infinitival -n endings and also high frequencies of non-inversion. However, in this text -n infinitives are not simply a marginal option occurring with frequencies around 15%, but they occur with a rate of 66.7%. In terms of the correlation mentioned in the text, the high frequency of -n infinitives would lead us to expect a subject-verb inversion pattern which is still close to OE/EME, i.e. with a relatively low frequency of non-inversion. Instead, we find a frequency of non-inversion of 83.3%. This problem can be weakened a bit weakened once we consider the history of this text. As observed in the text information of the Penn-Helsinki Corpus, Margery Kempe "was apparently illiterate and her book was actually written by two amanuenses, the first an Englishman long resident in Germany, and the second, a priest… The whole was then copied by a scribe." (for more details cf. Meech 1940) . Thus, both with respect to the syntax and with respect to the morphology/spelling it is uncertain whether we are really dealing with a unique source here. Instead, the various participants in the writing of this text (Margery Kempe and the writers/scribe) may have had an influence on its syntax and morphology. In this respect, it is interesting to observe that, although Meech (1940:ix) suggests that the first writers's "spelling, inflections and style were freely changed by the second", in the text sample from Book I which has been attributed to Margery's first writer (cf. Meech 1940) the -n infinitive is much less frequent (51%) than in the text sample from Book II which has been attributed to Margery's second writer (84.2%). Thus, the fact that the correlation between inversion and infinitival morphology suggested in the text does not seem to hold in The Book of Margery Kempe may be due to a situation in which the text actually does not reflect a single grammatical system. 18 The same scenario may also hold for example for The Book of Vices and Virtues (non-inversion 40.5%). This text is a translation of the French work Somme le Roi, a text from the 13 th century, i.e. from a period when French still showed V2 properties (cf. e.g. Roberts 1993 , Vance 1997 (Vices and Virtues) pronominal subjects. In terms of this proposal, certain aspects of the subject-verb inversion syntax of ME could then be argued to be a manifestation of a grammar contact situation (cf. also Kroch, Taylor & Ringe 2000 , Lightfoot 1997 ). In particular, properties of the regular V2 syntax of the north could have been introduced into the grammars of speakers of the south in a contact situation. Such a scenario would be particularly plausible for cases in which the OE/EME distinction between subject types is not maintained and pronominal and nonpronominal subjects have an similar status with respect to subject-verb inversion. A text sample which has this property is The Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Thornton) , the text with the third lowest frequency of non-inversion with full DPs in Table 3 (35.4% ; non-inversion with pronouns 47.5%). For this text, it could be argued then that subject-verb inversion has not decreased in the same way as in most other ME texts because, due to northern influence, a different system has been introduced which derives (optional) subject-verb inversion orders. This scenario would not be implausible given that The Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Thornton) is a text of northern origin (cf. Perry 1914) . 19 Thus, certain frequency variations in Tables 2 and  3 may be due to varying degrees of influence of the northern V2 syntax.
In summary, we have seen in this section that by the 15 th century subject-verb inversion in clauses with a fronted non-operator and a full DP subject has become the clear minority pattern in most of the ME text samples studied. However, the loss of subject-verb inversion is not completed yet at the end of the ME period and instances of inversion still can regularly be found in all ME texts (cf. also Baekken 1998 for a detailed discussion of the further developments concerning inversion in Early Modern English). As for the contexts in which the remaining cases of subject-verb inversion occur, it is relatively difficult to determine them very clearly at this point. I have shown, however, that certain contexts such as passivization may favor the occurrence of a subject in a position following the finite verb. With respect to the type of fronted element or the type of subject in inversion constructions, a wide range of elements can be found in inversion constructions. The most striking property of inversion in the later ME texts from a diachronic point of view is the fact that even pronominal subjects start occurring in inversion constructions fairly regularly in most texts. Finally, I discussed some possible explanations for the variation that can be found among the different ME texts with respect to the frequency of (non-)inversion in contexts of non-operator fronting. I proposed that low frequencies of non-inversion in certain texts may be the result of a situation in which the grammatical conditions for the loss of inversion are not met yet, of the influence of a source text in a translation or of grammar contact.
CONCLUSION
The aim of this paper was to give a general overview of the loss of V2 or, more precisely, the loss of subject-verb inversion in clauses with a fronted non-operator and a full DP subject in the history of English. Based on data taken from two parsed corpora, I have shown that the absence of subject-verb inversion is already fairly frequent in OE and that by the 15 th century inversion has become the clear minority pattern in most texts although there is still considerable variation among different texts.
The findings in this paper raise several additional questions: (i) How can the situation in OE be analyzed in theoretical terms given that OE has a V2 syntax which is far less rigid than the one found in Modern Germanic? (ii) How can the loss or at least the drastic decrease of subject-verb inversion in the ME period be explained? (iii) How can the late ME inversion patterns be analyzed given that V2 also occurs with pronominal subjects? (iv) An issue which was mentioned in this paper but which has not been dealt with conclusively here: Are there any factors which determine or at least favor the absence of inversion in OE or favor the occurrence of the remaining inversion cases in ME? Issues (i) to (iii) are addressed in Haeberli (2000) . As for issue (iv), further research will be necessary which has to be based in particular on more detailed statistical evidence and on additional and larger text samples.
